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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
)
v.
)
)
MAGGIE MAE HALL,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
______________________________)

NOS. 45955 & 45956
PAYETTE COUNTY NOS.
CR-2016-650 & CR-2016-2425

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Maggie Mae Hall pleaded guilty to one count of possession of a controlled substance
with intent to deliver and one count of possession of a controlled substance. For the respective
charges, the district court imposed consecutive sentences of seven years, with two years fixed,
and five years, with two years fixed, but retained jurisdiction. The court later relinquished
jurisdiction and executed the sentences. Ms. Hall then filed an Idaho Criminal Rule 35 motion
for a reduction of sentence. The district court denied the motion. On appeal, she asserts the
district court abused its discretion when it denied the motion.
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
In February of 2017, pursuant to a global plea agreement, Ms. Hall agreed to plead guilty
to one count of possession of a controlled substance with intent to deliver and one count of
possession of a controlled substance, methamphetamine.

(R., pp.46-52, 80.)1

Under the

agreement, Ms. Hall waived her right to file an Idaho Criminal Rule 35 motion (“Rule 35
motion”).

(R., p.50.)

For the respective charges, the district court imposed consecutive

sentences of seven years, with two years fixed, and five years, with two years fixed, but retained
jurisdiction.

(R., p.80.)

The district court later relinquished jurisdiction and executed the

sentences on September 22, 2017. (R., pp.64-65.)
Subsequently, Ms. Hall filed a Rule 35 motion for a reduction of sentence, and an
accompanying declaration with attachments. (R., pp.66-79.) In her motion, Ms. Hall requested
that the district court “1) deem the programming Defendant has completed in custody to
substantially fulfill the ‘rider’ requirements and release Defendant on probation, 2) order that
Defendant be allowed to complete the ‘rider’ programming she began, or 3) resentence
Defendant to a period of retained jurisdiction.” (R., p.78.) The district court denied the motion.
(R., pp.80-83.) It noted in its order that Ms. Hall had waived her right to file a Rule 35 motion,
and that it could not grant the relief she sought. (R., p.83.) Ms. Hall then filed a notice of appeal
timely from the district court’s order denying her Rule 35 motion. 2 (R., pp.120-22.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it denied Ms. Hall’s Idaho Criminal Rule 35
Motion for a Reduction of Sentence?

1

Separate Clerk’s Records for the two respective cases were provided. However, all citations to
the Clerk’s Record refer to the 142-page electronic Clerk’s Record in CR-2016-2425.
2
The notice of appeal was timely under the mailbox rule. (R., pp.122-23.)
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Denied Ms. Hall’s Idaho Criminal Rule 35
Motion For A Reduction Of Sentence
A motion to alter an otherwise lawful sentence under Rule 35 is addressed to the sound
discretion of the sentencing court and is essentially a plea for leniency, which may be granted if
the original sentence imposed was unduly severe. State v. Trent, 125 Idaho 251, 253 (Ct. App.
1994). “The criteria for examining rulings denying the requested leniency are the same as those
applied in determining whether the original sentence was reasonable.” Id. “If the sentence was
not excessive when pronounced,” the defendant can later show that it is excessive in view of
“new or additional information presented with the motion for reduction.” Id. In reviewing a
district court’s exercise of discretion, the Court considers, “Whether the trial court: (1) correctly
perceived the issue as one of discretion; (2) acted within the outer boundaries of its discretion;
(3) acted consistently with the legal standards applicable to the specific choices available to it;
and (4) reached its decision by the exercise of reason.” Lunneborg v. My Fun Life, 163 Idaho
856, 863 (2018).
Mindful that she waived her right to file a Rule 35 motion, Ms. Hall asserts the district
court abused its discretion when it denied her Rule 35 motion because she submitted additional
information that supported suspending her sentence and placing her on probation. Ms. Hall’s
problems on her rider stemmed from her inability to sleep.

Indeed, the Addendum to the

Presentence Investigation, which recommended the district court relinquish jurisdiction, shows
the majority of the disciplinary offense reports (“DOR”) she received were related to her
problems with sleep. For example, her first DOR was a result of “sleeping during programming
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hours.” (APSI, p.3.)3 And she received several warnings for sleeping prior to that DOR. (APSI,
p.3.) She also received two additional DORs for sleeping at inappropriate times. (APSI, p.4.)
The APSI writer noted that Ms. Hall “was polite and did her work” when she attended classes
but also wrote that Ms. Hall had “made it very clear that sleeping was more important to her than
attending classes . . . .” (APSI, p.6.) This conflicting information indicates she had a serious
problem that was not necessarily related to her motivation but rather to a mental health issue.
And, in her declaration submitted in support of her Rule 35 motion, she explained that
issue. She wrote that when she first arrived at the Boise institution on May 16, 2017, she could
not fall asleep due to anxiety but would eventually cry herself to sleep. (R., p.66.) Therefore,
she could not wake up in the morning for classes. (R., p.67.) She reached out for mental health
counseling on June 14, 2017 but was not able to speak with a mental health evaluator until
July 19, 2017. (R., p.67.) She explained that she was then prescribed Paxil, but she felt no
improvement as a result of the medication. (R., p.67.) After the district court relinquished
jurisdiction, however, Ms. Hall was moved to an institution in Pocatello and met with a different
mental health professional who prescribed Remeron for her anxiety issues. (R., p.68.) Ms. Hall
wrote that the Remeron had “a substantially positive effect on” her anxiety. (R., p.68.) She went
on to state, “I am no longer lying awake at night, nor do I cry myself to sleep. I am now able to
stay awake during the day.” (R., p.68.) As such, she asked if she could finish her rider
programming. (R., p.68.)
Ms. Hall’s letters attached to her declaration also state that, after her medication was
changed, she was “able to sleep at night” and looked “forward to getting up early and staying

3

All citations to the APSI refer to the 14-page electronic document, which begins with the letter
from IDOC to the district court.
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awake all day . . . .” (R., p.74.) She also told the court that her aunt, who had been taking care
of her daughter, was in poor health and had been hospitalized. (R., pp.75-76.) In a separate
letter written on December 17, 2017, Ms. Hall wrote she had not had any DORs since her
transfer to Pocatello in September. (R., p.77.) She also explained that she had been attending all
her classes and had received her certificate of completion from the “Thinking for a Change”
program.

(R., p.77.)

Additionally, she stated she had almost completed her “Cognitive-

Behavioral Interventions for Substance Abuse” course, and she had passed one of her G.E.D.
tests and was working on passing the other three tests. (R., p.77.)
Given that Ms. Hall’s struggles in the rider program were due to a mental health issue
that was addressed with the appropriate medication, and in light of her successes and
improvement since her medication was changed, the district court should have granted her Rule
35 motion. However, the district court did not adequately consider this new information and
therefore abused its discretion because it did not reach its decision to deny Ms. Hall’s Rule 35
motion through an exercise of reason.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Hall respectfully requests that the order denying her Rule 35 motion be vacated and
the case remanded to the district court for further proceedings.
DATED this 3rd day of December, 2018.

/s/ Reed P. Anderson
REED P. ANDERSON
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 3rd day of December, 2018, I caused a true and correct
copy of the foregoing APPELLANT’S BRIEF, to be served as follows:
KENNETH K. JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
E-Service: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

/s/ Evan A. Smith
EVAN A. SMITH
Administrative Assistant
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